apprentices and 500 matched comparison group members.     The data on  the Student apprentices indicate that they were generally nonminority   (80 percent)  and male   (89 percent)   and had a grade average of B-  in high school and a high rate of graduation from high school   (96 percent) . This program does not appear,  therefore,  to have reached the heavily disadvantaged Segment of the youth population.    The results of the par t ic ipant-compar ison group contrasts show, on average,  small and not statistically significant differences  in annual earnings   ($290  above the $10,000 annual average)   or wage rates.     Apprentices  tended  to be more concentrated in machine trades occupations and comparison group members in clerical and sales occupations.
The evaluation study also surveyed several hundred employers of the Student apprentices in the eight sites where the program operated.     The employer survey indicated that three-fourths of cooperating employers were small businesses,  employing fewer  than 50 workers.     Employers appeared to be more attracted by the  screening  and training  functions performed by the program than by the wage subsidies provided.     Employers were predominantly in manufacturing   (44 percent)  and  Services   (38 percent);  only 10 percent had unionized work forces.    A multivariate analysis indicated that the number of  apprentices employed  in  the postprogram period was positively and significantly related to four factors:     the  total number of employees;   being  a manufacturing  firm; being  a union firm;  and the number of years  the program had been  in Operation in the site.     Though the evidence was ambiguous,   it suggested that those employers who rated stipends  äs   important retained  fewer apprentices.
Two aspects of the research design seem worthy of note.     First,  all of the postprogram interviews were conducted  in the  last s ix months of 1980,  which provided only 6 months of post-high school data  for  the  40 percent of the sample from the new sites and,  at most,  1-1/2 years of post-high school information for 14 percent of  the group.     With  such a heterogeneous group and relatively short follow-up period,  one cannot be sure whether sufficient time had elapsed for program effects  to emerge.
Second,  the comparison group sample was drawn   (after  the program began)   from the same high schools äs the participants.     It  is natural to question whether  there  is  some selection bias—despite matching on characteristics—since the members of the comparison group presumably either  had an opportunity to join the  apprenticeship program and did not do so or were specifically not chosen to participate  in the program.    Since so few significant findings emerged  from the participant-comparison contrasts, we did not pursue  this  issue  further.
Because of the characteristics of  the participants we cannot determine whether this type of program might be more effective among more disadvantaged youths.     In addition,   it  is difficult  to  teil whether  the failure to enroll significant numbers of more disadvantaged youths  is inherent in the nature of  the program or simply due  to the characteristics of the sites where  i t was  implemented.
Given the character of the participant population and  the nature of the program, no generalizations can be drawn from the evaluation of the

